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A six-year Jongitaidnnl eahuteavien of university 

" faculty compliance with departmental grading and publishing practices 

- yielded three significant findings: (1) faculty increased their 

publications; (2) the increase was significantly greater at the ; 

associate professor level than at the assistant profesgor levels and 
. (3) there appears a significant difference in grading and publishing 
oe behavior between those faculty who left the institution before jthey 

were considered for tenure and those who ceca: ti with the. university 

for at least six YGGree REESE CEPR. ‘ 


as | 


> RAE RERE ERRERAERERREARR AERA AER ERR REESE RRRERR RRR S RE AREEE ERAS ERERERRE 
Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished , * 
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort * 
to obtain the best copy:.available. Nevertheless, items of marginal * 
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality * 
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available * 
* 

* 

* 

x 


Y 


eee ee eH 


via the- ERIC Document Reproduction Service’ (EDRS). EDRS is not 
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions 
supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. 
HUbOSESESHEREELES SAAT SOLE LOLSLEASSSSEEELES ESSE SS E8 AASORES EAE ES SEOINSS 


| 
| 
Be ea: > | a, 


* 


| nificant findings ° 


a significant difference n rhe omen of iebtation from departmental 


yr ee publishing se seuitne 


versity within six years” d those who ha J re 


‘The Relation of University Faculty Turnover to 


‘Faculty Compliance with Departmental Grading . 


and Publishing Practices 


Cee 
ouc,, MEN 
ar, TOr 
 NATigg 'ONG Nea 
. aon Ins erate Th, 
THs Ucarion’ Ure Or 
4 Ouc UMe,! 
THe & xa Enr wa 
; ATIng E85ON ort Y as R 
Stare” POs ORGAN. EVER EP RO. 
Jan Perney SeaTEO OG INTS OF ANZA TiGEo Fagg 
A : . ~ Fuca pila WANE CE sen OR OPW GIN 
. : = a] 'Ona "hy R KY 
National College of Education TOW Om BNSF TU Fe RE- 
: ; - Icy 
: — ry 
*y . a: 
x . 
e “ate: = : ~ 
. 
- § 
\ j c 
‘ . a : 
) “ee: a 
Abstract. : 
‘ Ui, 


i A aiz-yes i aa exanigation of university faculty compliance: A 


vith departmental grading and publishing ireseises yielded three sig- 


First, Faculty exhib Lted a stgnttteant ineteasé 


H  4n’ deviation in the positive: direction rn nr ier publishing . 


practices. ‘Second, the aviation was signific tly Erenter at the ‘ 


te & 


associate rofessor level than at the assistant; ‘ppt ssor level. 


Pe 


Vi 
Third, by tn edi of the second veae of universit ty. ‘service, there was 


if / ‘ 


et ces between t ol pe had left the uni- 


bined with the university. 


The Relation of University Faculty Turnover. to 


Faculty Compliance with Departmental Grading 


and Fob ishing Practices, 


‘ 


The publication of scholarly research and the evaluation of student 


« 


lirning are two activities which university faculty een pursued ‘for may 
' years. However, the aialtey of faculty publications or the merit of an indi- eee ai 

vidual's grading practices Sasect be judged with a high degree of objectivity. 

‘As Caplow (1958) indicated, once a faculty member's work has been published, «. 

its relative worth eka has been judged by the seat of the source in whieh ie at 


is ° ‘ 
. ‘ . 


the work appeared. Determination ofthe source's quality again becomes a sub- | 


ee 
" 


~ jective decision. There is also disagreement among university faculty concerning , 


o 


grading practices (Warren, 1971). No universal speeceane has existed among . 
university faculty on “the weighting of as multiple components which constitute 
the single dimension of a grada. . Shika gst the publieation of scholarly re- 
search and the assignment of a to students, the Faculey menber has.no fixed ° 
standards on which to rely. Sincw aradint apd oubideutlon practices cannot i , 
ipa ad verified, the faculty member. ,may look to others for cues t edie . 


proper air ia ‘ 


S 
Atthough various studies have been investigated faculty publication ‘prac- 


4 « 


tices (Gallant and Prothero, 1972; Fulton and Trow, 1974; and I Behymer and 


‘Blackburn, 1975), it Fopears there has been little attempt to ager examine \ 


~ 


a publdaking and grading practices of ufiversity § faculty nenbers. One objective 
> of this, ‘study was to Anvestigate changes in univeisity a gradtog and 
y publishing ovanticehs A second pespose was to tnvestigate the relationship of 


7 departmental size, ia al cchautyenaen and academic rank to faculty grading 


’ 


“and publishing ne 3 Finally, this study e scenipee the relation between i 


3 | « . = ; 7 


f 


‘ ‘an 


faculty remaining with or rags the university and their compliance with 


departmental grading and publishing practices. @ ° 


‘ 


‘This Study differs from sthide ‘examining the relation ace ee pro- 


candle and RaCuL Ey turnover in three ic First, it is a long tudinal - 


. study which forlows a hae of ra mi over a sieve period, from the 
. beginning of the faculty members’ aniversity career to the year the SACuLcy 
see oe considered, for tenure. Second, baconaa ty and grading behaviors 
_ of the findividuals are ‘agasured in relation ‘to. ‘the behavior within Ute eres 


s 


- members! departments. Third, both the effects of deviation from departnental 


publishing: and grading De me are ‘dousid red in the examination of faculty 
é : ss . Si Soy) Seog ee 


e 


\ 


,and the a evinnes variables of academic rank nd age: of the faculty member may 


have an effect on faculty productivity and g ading practiced. es aapne: of in- 
be related to ere productivity rae i 65). Faculty. at aad ares univer- 
crane! gs Finding has heen supported by Eckert, d Williams (1972). eS A - 
‘Several, studies have reported a eelantod hip vetween departuental size ‘and 
ae as faculty member's productivity. Although Wigpe (1969) reported a positive rela-. 
tionship between departmental’ size and productivity, mapas ‘and Protherd (1972) _ 
found that members from very large or very small departments did nat produce, as 
well as ‘members from depai tments of maderane size, This finding was supwoecen by 
Behymer) and Esackbutn. (1975) who reported greatest peoducetviky gccurred in de- 


~ 4 


partments fieelny 11 to 15 members. sl 


Oo 
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a 
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. pliance t 


(1966). Further, Behyner and Blackburn found that those faculty who were pro- 


bag 


me . ‘ ‘ . ~ 8 ig 
od (1962) found a relation between group cohesiveness and group be- 


havior when Gohesiveness was, measured using three dimensions: attractiveness : 
of ‘the group for its nenbers, the degree of coordination of the efforts of the 
members working éohasd a group goal, and the level of motivation of group men~ 

| 


bers to do a task with zeal and wees Sars study by Back (1951) the’ 


attractiveness of the group was varied by manipulating the wictlaetey of a sub~ 


« ject" 8 ereres to the subject's partner, the attractiveness of the, group goal ~ 


and ene amount of group prestige. The results showed the greater the attraction 


‘to the Broup, the greater the compliance to the group 's behayior. ai 


_ 
Behyner and” aaa (1975) found the most important variable ites related, 
4 
to faculty crotuctivasy was academic rank. - The higher rartk was fowad: to be asso- 


¢ 


ciated with a higher productivity level. This finding was also substantiated in 
: ‘ : ; ry . F : . , 

another study which determined the relation between party productivity and  & 

academic rank of an individual (Fulton and Trow, 1974). The studies mentioned 


above agree with previous gocial psychological research concerning the relation- 


ship between the status of an individual and the degree af the individual’s com- 
eo practices. Kiesler and Kiesler ceabib euperkaa that when there 


was no clear evidenca that the group 's practices were in error, the higher 


. status person would comply with the group norm to a greater degree: than a lower 


status person. A . : 4 2 


- Behymer and Blackburn (1975) withes that . production increases with age ‘un- 


til the snstvidea is in his or her late forties, then declines teter in the in- 
( 


dividual's career. - However, facylty from high prestige universities, even at ‘ : 


the end of their. careers, Yend to, outproduce oe faculty from medium and low 


* 
senting universities. This result agrees with the findings of Pelz and fodcens 


es, ae 


i ra 
~~ 
=) 
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ry - 
ductive early in their cayeers tended to maintain relatively high production. 
over time, while those who started with low productivity tended to remain low 


producers throughout their careers. 
. ( 
Methodology : 


Faculty Sample ‘ . ;. | 
The faculty sample included all male full-time faculty beginning as assis- 
tant prshesscra on thé Bloomington Campus of Indiana University during the 1968- 
1969 academic year: -in the Sthool of Arts and Sciences. The study was limited to 

one university to. control ‘for ddatieuvienal prestige. Because the number of 
female faculty entering as assistant professors 1 igen: was. ne small, and 
because atudies have Se cepa sex ig related to publishing ee eer a (Babchuck * 


and Bates, 1962; Eckert and Williams. 1972), only male faculty members were stud- 


ied to: -control for sex irae iad The sample was restricted’ to beginning 


a mages rant ee to control Ve ‘age and to reduca: che coudibiitey that the 


bacukey selected would have formed grading patterns or had experience in pub- 


lishing tesearch. The 33 fanulty manbeTA ah the sample represented the. depart 


- 


ments of ‘Anatomy and Physiolésy, Astronguy,- Rotaay; ‘Economics, English, French, 
we 


German, Linguistics, Mathematics, Physics, Political Science, Psychology, Spanish, 
ae * { : . 

and Zoology. 

Data Sources _ 


Publication Data. The number of articles and the total number of publica- 


tions for: the selected faculty nenbers and thady colleagues. in the respective 


departments was determined from. an official university list of faculty publica~ 


ce 


tions for the years 1968 ehrates “Y » For the means 1971 through 1973, indiviahgi 


departmental, ee lists gece ecured. Data were available from- -one depart- 


2 
ment in 1970 | so that the numbhr of publlestiony on che iqepereaenra? list for each 


faculty member could be sompaned. to the number of cublicectine on the university 
‘ 


list. A correlation of..90 was found between the number of articles reported on 


the university list and the number of articles reported onthe departmental list. 


The degree of correspondence between iat Ewa" POUrces was judged to be suf ficient- ~ 


ly high for the publication data to be used in this study. 


‘Grading Data. Individual faculty and dapantuasted grade averages for under- 
graduate courses were obtained from the university registrar’ s grade distribu- 
tion lists for each faculty member. Grade distributions for selected facu) 
were also: retrieved manually from the end-of-semester grade Janacts. Since |the 
degree of correspondence between annae Go sources was high, it was a hat 
the! grading data used in this study was valid. : 

Departmental Cohesiveness. Ratings for departmental copesivencss were ob- ' 

‘ tained from two Sacyenatty deans who were at the university during the years 1969 
ehirough 1974. The definition of cohesiveness given by Golembiewski ° (1962) was 
presented to the deans. The deans then ranked the departments with respect to 

the amount of cohesiveness they perceived to exist in each of és departments. 

The ateutiitylot the judges ratings was examined by determine the suruenPane of 
agreement betwen, tte two judges. The percentage of agreement was 89%. Thus, 

the judges' ratings appeared to be qufficiently stable to divide the departments 

- 4nto two groups on the pla oa of cohesiveness. 

| Dephrtmental, Size Size. The sources =n departmental size were the university 
ere for the years 1968 through 1974. A six-year median departmental size 
was determined for each department. Departments above the nedian departmental 
size of 28 were classified as larger departments. Those with 27 or ‘fewer members 
_ were clanuttied a smaller departments. r? 

‘Faculty Rank. Faculty rank was also determined from the university catalogs 


- for the years 1968 through, 1974. 


gp 5 ‘ 5 Oh : 6. 


‘Data Collection and Analysis. Measures for subtteation production and seating 
‘behavior of the faculty and thaly respective departments were éottentad, £08 the 
academic years 1968-1969 -through 1973-1974. For each faculty member in tia atady. 
— publishing ieee add one grading index were computed for each year the 
faculty member temained with the university. The first publishing index was the 

‘standardized wigied difference between the number of articles an individual 
faculty published per ae ahd the median number of articles published by the << 
members of the respective departments. For example, if an individual faculty 
member published 1 article in 1972, while the hives number of articles pub- 
dignad by his depasenene-dn thle -veacwat 2; the difference or deviation woul¢ 
be -1. The difference was then standardized by dividing the difference by 
the “avandacd deviation of the anniuetse- ant ois ae Gusartans:’ The second pub- 
lishing index utilized the total number of publications insteed of the: number of 
articles. The median was considered a more appropriate statistic than the mean, 
since the distributions of the number of articles and the number of total publi- 
cations were positively skewed. | 

yee To determine the grading index, bia wanes undergraduate grade assigned by 

a faculty member was computed for each course. Since the eratiee assigned course 

grade for upper division courses was much higher chac for lower divie DY cuuvuks, 

a separate semester average was Sukaratiad for each faculty member for lower and _ 

upper division courses. ~The grading index wae araddatdicad by determining the 

signed difference between a faculty member's mean course grade and the mean 
course grade given by other members of the respective departments, and then 
dividing the difference by the standard deviation of all courfM grades given 
within a particular department. The standardized index was determined at the end 
of each semester for lower and upper division courses separately. 


* 
A repeated measures analysis of variance design was used to investigate 


faculty grading and publishing behavior over. time and the ‘relation of faculty be- 


8 


» 


> 


— —— 


‘ 


° ‘ i ‘ .] ( 


havior to the selected variables. For the repeated measures analysis the eattee 

six-year period was divided into three subpertods: 1968-1969, 1970-1971, ake 
1972-1973. Publication’ and grading data were combined within- each of the 

three subperiods. Thus,- there were three subperiods or trials within ik re~ 
peated measures analysis of variance.” . + 

To test the anes between compliance and sewpiaihy. with or ‘leaving the 

university a diséPatnadt analivais was used. The two groups used for the “qnalysis| 
were those’ faculty members’ who had left the university before completing six ” 
years of service with the university and those faculty members who had completed 
at Least six years of service with the university. The criterion measures for 


_ the discriminant soalvake were the article publication ‘and grading indices for 


the faculty ‘niebae at the end of the ‘second year of service with the university. 


‘ 
yi ‘a. . Results 
Z —o 
Before the hypotheses were tested, stability measures for the publishing and | 
grading indices were determined. The establishment of the stability of the indices 
was important to deca the contention that the erreer were not based on ran- 
dota observations, After stability measures for’ the indices were determined, tests 
of the publishing and grading hypotheses were made. Finally, the discriminant 
analysis was performed on the publishing and grading data. 
In order to determine whether or not the publishing and gradiag indices were 
fairly stable measures of faculty behavior, the consistency of shia indices ing. 
examined. Consist@ncy of the publishing indices a determined by intercorrela= 


ting the three trials associated with the article publication and total publica- 


tion indices. The median correlation coeffiecients were .58 and .51 for the arti- 
cle publication and total publication indices, respectively. Thas, the publica- 


» 


tion data appeared to be a fairly stable measure of publishing practices. 
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To examine the consistency of faculty grading patterns, the first and second 


3 semester mean course grades given by the faculty sample. were correlated separately 
- for\ upper and lower division courses. ~The correlation for upper division courses 


was .69, vhile the correlation for Lower division courses was .73. “Thus, the 


grading data appeared to exhibit a moderately high teaver of iaieoucd 


The publishing indices found in Table I appeared to increase over time and 
appeared to be greater for faculty ta larger and less cohesive dapnctaens hia 
‘indicated that faculty published more articles relative to thetrest of the enisecs 

. in their departments the longer the faculty member stayed at the university. -Also 
enn members in larger end less cohesive. SAPSESeetS tended to produce rela- 


=m 
tively more articles and total publications than faculty in aeahier and more a 


~ 
. hesive jafectetden There aeneed to be no pattern in the changes of the suisiad 
index e ' ¢ 


The éacaee publishing index found in Table 2 appeared to be considerably | 
greater. at the associate bediiense level than at the assistant professor level. 
This finding would indicate that the individual had more anercees Eeaaes , 
and more total publications as an associate professor than as asatetent profes- 4 
sor when compared to the other members of his department. The difference in the 


' grading indices with respect to rank appeared to be less dramatic. 
( 


10. | | ee 


Gs x 4, \ 
The results of the analysis of variance found in Table 3 indicated that the 


, 


increases over time for the article publication index and the total publication 


index were significant (F = 4, 07, p < +05 and F = 3. 55, Pp 2.05, respectively) .. 


The analysis of variance aa showed that the difference in the publishing in- 


” S 


dices between +h larger and less cohesive departnants and the saaales ana more 
cohesive departments was not significant. e Tre difference in the article publishing 
index. for assistant and asdociate professorial levels was significant (F = 1708s: 
“Pp <.05), whereas the differences for the total publishing and srading indices 


were not significant. -_ , “ f an a 


| 

_ The discriminant slats indicated chal was a aignificant aifterence in | 
the degree of deviation from departnantal giadiga and publishing practices" Seton 
those who, ‘eventually left the university within six years: and | those = who remained 
. with the university throughout the six-year period of the study, A significant, 
discriminant function (F = 1 13, p <.05) was found when qxanining the relation 
between faculty turnover and faculty sails whi departoental practices. By 
the end of the second year of university service, the discrininant function Hai 
cated check was a significant difference in the degree of eiattpn from depart-~ 
mental sihitehing and grading praca between those who: ‘had 1 left the university 
within aix years and thése who had viata with the university through the dine 
year period of the study. Those ho sualthna iil “to deviate moderately in * 


the positive direction from departmental article publicatfin practices (.38) and 


a... 
slightly in the positive direction from departmental grading practices (.07). 


Those who left the university within six years deviated moderately in the negative 


4 


Ns ; ‘ A ilies ; is 

as direction fron dapaceractad swecdedle wuniaahing practices (-.36) and grading ~ 
practices (-.23). | 

Na “ . * Discussion and Conclusions 


‘ 


With respect to the changes ‘ai university faculty publishing and grading : : 
_ practices over a period of six years, ‘it appeared’ that faeces deviated: signi-: 
ficantly more from dapertuantal practices over the Hie Sea netic’ with respect 
‘to article publishing and the total publishing indices. This finding may have 
resulted from the relatively low pecduckion teved found in most departments. 


: For a najokity of the departments the median article productiog rate was approxi- 
' mately one per year. Thus incoming assistant professors may have felt the need 
to deviate in the positive direction in order to survive academically. The 
grading index appuecat’ to follow no per ciouhar pattern over the six-year period, 
In the examination of the Leen ae between, departmental size, depart- 
mental cohesiveness and academic rank to faculty grading and pubtistads patterns, 


faculty in both apnltay and more cotlesive departments: ge to have? complied 


Pa) 


more to publishing seacbises of their departments than faculty in both larger and 
less cohesive departments; however, the only SPERE ESCORT difference existed be- 
. tween assistant and associate, professors for the article publishing index. 
The relationship between faculty memberg neaeroing with or leaving the 
he isitvarsity oad their compliance with departmental erates and. publishing practices 
‘ _ appeared have been strong. Those. who remained with the university conformed 
-more to «. dacavtasntal grading practices within thé first two years of service : 
thaw. tiloss who eventually left the university within ties wis years. On the other 


Jana, the results Spncemitng faculty publishing practices were reversed. Those 


who venained with the university tended to deviate more from their davactaantal 


oa publishing practices within the first two years of sirvice than those who eventu- 


“ue 
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KF ~ . : . 
ally left. the university within six’ years. — . as By2* 


. These findings could be wery pertinent for adsintstrators who, need to make . 


‘ dectsiéns conperning faculty members at. the eid of the’ second youn of service <* 


with 4 university. For by the end of the puso year of service, there appadted 


to have been a significant difference da grading and publishing behavior betteen 
4 


ici faculty who left the dniveckity before they were “considered for. baitee and? 


those we remained with the university at least. six years. Thus, with infor- 


mation goneweaing an eetie department’ 8 publishing and grading practices, an 


administrator may ‘Predict, which new faculty will leave the university or remain 


with the mnsyenatty until considered for SENSES, ee j . 
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ee , . 4 ) 
ie a + °~ Average Article (Grading Indicés for the 
Vi _ ; Pe Variables of: Deparsamntal cohaatvaneds and Size N "y 
et By yi . : Across Three Time Trials | | ‘ 
Index - Variable Level n " 1968-1969 1970-1971 1972-1973 Total 
‘More Cohesive . + 7 04 "16 “= .02 =.08 
Article . Less Cohesive Sg i _ O01 a: eee 2.01 | f S22 
1 Publishing ' Larger Departments, ee: ; . re ; 1.99 | “97 
ge -  \.Smaller Departments 6° -.30 ° =» «10° 25° 402° 
( 7 _ “ ry ae | 
; ', More Cohesive ej -.18 012 - .03 -.1l 
: aL xe akg : ‘ 3 - ’ 
| + Total Less Cohesive 7 -.13 45 ° 2.14 82 
. ‘ a iy , ; A is ry e 
Publishing Larger Departments 8 _, 12 “age @ « adel 99 
. a . <a ; e : ft a ' j 
Smaller Departments 6 -.36 05-05. = 04. ‘=.12.° 5 
ew Cohesive Dy OS GRO -.03 i) ee | 
e 1 Less Cohesive == 7 =.45 .  =.10 soa | ane ae 
Grading oe a ' Re ate ~ 
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Index x - ms kealatant Professor Associate Profebsor 
is Article Publishing ‘ ¥2 27° | i a | “1.50 "°° 4 
vis : Tota} Publishing | re fn “hikes "od | 
Grading ae, ge Sade - 9h ae 
——_ 4 eee = “ ‘e — 
: | Table 3 ar ae 
, Analysis of Variance of Average keticte and Grading Indices - . | ; . 
for the Variables of Fesareauntad Cohesivapess, Size and Faculty Rank 
2 . Across Three Time Tedale! | ; 
; at 
: Index Cohesiveness | Departmental. Size | | Faculty Rank Time 
‘ | , rm at , . ; : 
Article ' | aan ee 
Publishing : i ‘ 
wav? Ste, > 2.71 | 7.06 4.07 
py (significance) .10 °° a nn 02°. ,.03 
Total | 
Publishing ; | E 
“> Seevelue = 2.00 |. | 2.98 . 3.06, 3.55 
" Pp (significance) .18 a | oll ’ oll ‘ 204 | 
Grading ~ Ar | a a : 
| 'F = value 4.29 \ * ily 7 195 67 
"op (significance) 06 | 69 | re) 
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